
Data-driven methods to discover stable linear models of the helicity injectors on HIT-SIU

Zachary Daniel
Electrical Engineering, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195, USA

Alan Kaptanoglu
Courant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, New York University, New York, NY 10012, USA

Chris Hansen
Applied Physics & Applied Mathematics, Columbia University, New York, NY 10027, USA

Kyle Morgan
Zap Energy, Everett, WA 98203, USA

Steven L. Brunton
Mechanical Engineering, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195, USA

J. Nathan Kutz
Electrical & Computer Engineering, University of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195, USA

(Dated: January 15, 2025)

Accurate and efficient circuit models are necessary to control the power electronic circuits found on plasma
physics experiments. Tuning and controlling the behavior of these circuits is inextricably linked to plasma
performance. Linear models are greatly preferred for control applications due to their well-established perfor-
mance guarantees, but they typically fail to capture nonlinear dynamics and changes in experimental parameters.
Data-driven system identification can help mitigate these shortcomings by learning interpretable and accurate
reduced-order models of a complex system, in this case the injector circuits of the Helicity Injected Torus –
Steady Inductive Upgrade (HIT-SIU) experiment. Specifically, the Bagging Optimized Dynamic Mode De-
composition (BOP-DMD), is leveraged to learn stable, reduced order models of the interaction between the
spheromak plasma formed in the confinement volume, and the injector circuits of the device. BOP-DMD is
trained and evaluated on an analytic model of the vacuum dynamics of the injector circuits of HIT-SIU, as well
as an analytic linear reduced-order model for the injector dynamics when a plasma is present. BOP-DMD is then
fit on experimental data, both on shots with and without a plasma in the confinement volume. In doing so, we
demonstrate the capability of data-driven methods to produce stable, linear models for control and uncertainty
quantification in plasma experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION:

While great progress has been made in the last few decades
towards viable nuclear fusion reactors [12, 33], the problem of
controlling the multi-scale and dynamic plasma formed in the
confinement volumes of these devices remains an active area
of research [5, 16, 39, 44]. Many modern control algorithms
require a model of the dynamics of interest [3], or rely on a
black-box, model-free control strategy [11]. Moreover, while
there are a variety of models for describing the evolution of a
plasma under fusion conditions, many of the parameters upon
which these equations depend are difficult to measure in mod-
ern experiments, or exhibit highly nonlinear behavior, making
them difficult to incorporate into a real-time control scheme.
However, the data-driven method of dynamic mode decompo-
sition advocated here, which is a regression to a best-fit linear
model, is demonstrated to provide a viable path towards stable
control of plasmas.

The diagnostics, circuits, and power supplies utilized on
modern plasma physics experiments provide a wealth of data
to which modern system identification techniques can be ap-
plied to learn the underlying dynamics of a particular inter-
action [23]. In particular, linear reduced order models can be

learned from time-series data, and then implemented in opti-
mal linear feedback control and estimation. Techniques such
as the Dynamic Mode Decomposition (DMD) [42] allow for
the discovery of such models, while also providing an inter-
pretable (i.e. with explicit equations) representation of the dy-
namics. Optimal control and estimation has also been popu-
lar in plasma physics for some time, with examples in toka-
mak control [6, 30] being a particular successful application
of these techniques.

In recent years, there has been work showing the promise
of pairing interpretable data-driven system identification tech-
niques with control. Nonlinear system-identified plasma mod-
els have been built for a number of configurations, the L-
H transition in tokamaks [8], MHD simulations [27], ki-
netic simulations [2], plasma closures [48], turbulence mod-
elling [1], 2D electrostatic drift-wave turbulence [15], divertor
detachment in 2D simulations [32], and quasi-axisymmetric
stellarators [43]. In addition, linear data-driven models have
been built using the DMD for predicting the plasma dynam-
ics in the HIT-SI line of devices [26, 47], kinetics prediction
and acceleration [36–38], and learning the dynamics of E ×B
plasmas [13, 14]. Nonlinear and high-dimensional data-driven
models with control, often using deep reinforcement learning,
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FIG. 1. Configuration of HIT-SIU injector manifold and associated
fluxes. The top figure shows a CAD drawing of HIT-SIU without
coils, showing injector manifold (top) and confinement volume (bot-
tom). A single injector consists of the path through the manifold be-
tween adjacent connections to the confinement volume. A schematic
of injector circuits on HIT-SIU as viewed looking down from above.
Ψ represents the magnetic flux through each injector, and the arrows
represent the flow of magnetic flux around the manifold.

have also been successfully applied in recent years to learn
control policies for tokamak shape design [11] and instability
control [45].

In this work we focus on modeling and controlling the in-
jector circuits of the Helicity Injected Torus – Steady Inductive
Upgrade (HIT-SIU), which are responsible for forming and
sustaining the spheromak plasma inside the vacuum cham-
ber. While these circuits exhibit a nonlinear coupling to the
plasma, past work has shown that this interaction can be well
approximated by a linear state space model [29]. Further,
we are interested in being able to easily modify an identi-
fied dynamics model without an expensive retraining phase,
whether that be in terms of computational cost or accumu-
lated training data. As such, the goal of this work is to im-
plement the bagging optimized dynamic mode decomposition
(BOP-DMD) [4, 41] to discover linear models for the inter-
action between spheromak plasmas formed in HIT-SIU, and

the helicity injectors used to form and sustain the plasma.
BOP-DMD has a number of advantages over standard DMD,
including (i) being optimally robust to noise, (ii) providing
uncertainty quantification metrics, and (iii) allowing for con-
straining the linear model to be stable. BOP-DMD models are
then paired with optimal control and estimation, in the form
of linear quadratic Gaussian control (LQG), with the objective
of controlling the current profiles of the flux and voltage coils
on the helicity injectors.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: In sec-
tion II, we provide an overview of the HIT-SIU experiment,
and steady inductive helicity injection (SIHI), in section III
we discuss the methodology used in this work, and in section
IV, we present results.

A. HIT-SIU

The HIT-SIU experiment is studied using steady inductive
helicity injection (SIHI) [25, 49] to form and sustain sphero-
mak plasmas. Energy and helicity are injected into the plasma
using a set of four injectors, each comprised of a voltage and a
flux coil that link a semi-toroidal channel that connects to the
main plasma volume. In each injector the flux coil injects, lo-
cally toroidal, magnetic flux, while the voltage coil acts as an
air core transformer generating a voltage parallel to the flux-
coil-generated field. The magnetic fields of the voltage and
flux coils are orthogonal to one another such that there is no
mutual inductance between the two coils when no plasma is
present. However, all four injectors are part of common mani-
fold structure (Fig. 1), so the four voltage coils, and separately
all four flux coils, are inductively coupled. Each coil is part
of a larger resonant circuit comprised of an additional induc-
tor and capacitor, which is driven by a H-bridge switching
power amplifier (SPA). The SPAs drive a three-state square
wave with a high, low, and zero crossing time. An example
power supply waveform is shown in Fig. 2. The injector cir-
cuit topology is shown on the left side of Fig. 4. While the
voltage and flux circuits have the same topology, the values of
each individual element differ between the two circuits. How-
ever, both circuits are tuned to the same resonant frequency.

B. Injector Circuit Control Methods:

Fast, and accurate control methods are paramount for creat-
ing, and sustaining, high performance plasmas in present-day
and future fusion devices. The shape of the voltage and cur-
rent waveforms for the HIT-SIU voltage and flux coils can
determine the kinds of instabilities induced in the spheromak,
as well as the overall helicity injected into the spheromak. All
coils of the HIT-SIU experiment were controlled using a GPU-
based proportional integral derivative (PID) controller [35].
The PID algorithm parameterized the target waveforms to be
driven as a sinusoid with an amplitude V0 or Ψ0, frequency
finj, phase φA,φB,φC,φD, and offset, and used these control
parameters to drive the desired current waveform through the
coil. If the frequency and amplitude of the waveform driven
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FIG. 2. Typical SPA waveform for a shot on HIT-SIU. There is a
clear maximum and minimum with a zero crossing time to ensure
the SPA is not shorted.

on each injector is the same, the expression for the rate of he-
licity injection is given by

K̇ = 2V0Ψ0[sin2(2π finjt +φA)+ sin2(2π finjt +φB) (1)

+sin2(2π finjt +φC)+ sin2(2π finjt +φD)].

A typical shot begins with all four injectors in phase with
one another, and then after breakdown occurs, the injectors are
shifted out of phase with one another using the PID algorithm
to achieve maximal helicity injection, or induce a particular
structure in the plasma [34]. Typically a rotating structure
with low toroidal mode number, as shown in Fig. 3 is targeted.
However, by the end of the shot, the injectors can drift up to
ten degrees out of phase with their desired trajectories, even
with PID control. As the circuits drift out of phase, the rate
of helicity injection decreases and the plasma’s performance
is adversely affected.

While the PID algorithm implemented in [35] was a signif-
icant improvement upon the previous control scheme for the
HIT-SI devices, further improvements can be made by shifting
from model-free control to model-based control. Linear opti-
mal control is the most common kind of model-based control,
and has been utilized across science and engineering [21].

Optimal linear control involves pairing an optimal state
estimator, which reconstructs the full state of the system
from limited noisy measurements, with a feedback controller,
which calculates the optimal input to the system to track a
desired trajectory. This optimal estimator, when constructed
from a solution to the algebraic Riccatti equation, is known as
a Kalman filter, and the feedback controller, when also found
as the solution to the Riccatti equation, is called the linear
quadratic regulator (LQR). These methods will pair together
for LQG control. Both the Kalman filter and LQR rely on an

FIG. 3. A representative equilibrium, with current gain of 6, show-
ing field lines linking (gray) and isolated (rainbow) from the injector
volume.

underlying linear dynamics model of the system so that the
current state and optimal gain to apply can be computed.

II. ANALYTIC MODEL

While there have been studies [18, 19, 22, 28] on the injec-
tor dynamics of the HIT-SI family of devices using MHD sim-
ulations and nonlinear reduced order models (ROMs), there
has been less work on representing the interaction between
the plasma and the injector circuits for the purposes of con-
trol. Before this study, the work of [29], which derived a
linear state space model of the injector circuit dynamics on
HIT-SI3 and implemented a Kalman filter, was the only sig-
nificant effort. To derive the linear model that will form the
basis for the LQG control loop we seek to implement, we
will begin with the circuit topology for the injector circuits
as shown in Fig. 4. Treating the voltage across the capacitor,
and the current through each coil as the states of our system,
and then incorporating the mutual inductance between each
flux or voltage coil, yields a 12-dimensional coupled system.
This 12-dimensional system will be referred to as the vacuum
circuit model. When a plasma is present one or more addi-
tional states need to be added to the model. In this work we
choose to represent the plasma as a series LR circuit, which is
coupled with a mutual inductance to each voltage or flux cir-
cuit. This yields a 13-dimensional coupled linear model. The
full analytic vacuum model is available in Appendix A.

The values used in the state space model for the induc-
tance’s of the various circuit elements were obtained by apply-
ing a Hilbert transform to the voltage and current waveform
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FIG. 4. Circuit topology for a voltage or a flux circuit that for a single injector. This diagram includes the SPA (S1-S4), the series inductor (L1),
a parallel capacitance (C), and a parallel inductance (L2) which represents the voltage or the flux coil. a) is an example of a flux or voltage
circuit in vacuum, and b) is flux or voltage circuit when a plasma is present. Lp denotes the inductance of the plasma, Rp it’s resistance, and
Mp the mutual inductance between the circuit and the plasma.

from each element during a vacuum shot. However, there is
a slight difference between the capacitance used in the circuit
model, and the listed capacitance for the flux circuits in HIT-
SIU. The capacitance’s used in the model range from 94.08 to
123.96 microfarads. These values were chosen by inspection
to achieve better matching between the phases of the flux coil
current waveforms of the model, and the observed flux coil
current waveforms during vacuum shots.

This model does make some important assumptions.
Specifically, we assume that when a plasma is present in the
confinement volume, there is no inductive coupling between
the plasma and the series inductor in each injector circuit. This
assumption, which is well motivated as the series inductor is
separated by a significant distance from the device, then al-
lows us to conclude that the matrix that determines how actu-
ation affects the dynamics of the injector circuits is constant
between vacuum and plasma regimes. This can be observed
from the structure of the B matrix shown in Appendix VI. By
using standard state space techniques for circuit analysis, it’s
clear that the power supply input will only directly change the
state of the series inductor. Thus the structure of the circuit is
such that we can isolate differences between the vacuum and
plasma regimes to the flux or voltage coils.

A. Matlab and Simulink Model:

Developing control methods for hardware first requires a
demonstration of performance in a digital environment. To
that end, a model of the coupled flux circuits with full feed-
back control was developed in Matlab and Simulink. To ver-
ify the impedance’s of the various circuit elements, shot data
was analyzed to capture the reactance and resistance of the
elements, and to capture the strong and weak mutual induc-
tance’s present between the injector circuits. Since the vac-
uum model can be understood as a special case of the plasma
model with no mutual inductance between the plasma and
the flux coils, we use the same impedance for the flux cir-
cuit elements across models. However, the value chosen for
the impedance of the plasma in the plasma model, the resis-
tance in the plasma, and the coupling between the plasma and
the flux coils, were chosen by inspection, and intuition about
the behavior of the plasma. To evaluate the performance of
the analytic vacuum and plasma models with respect to cap-
turing the dynamics present during an experimental shot, an
SPA waveform from a shot is used as inputs to the model, and
the outputs of the model are evaluated against the flux circuit
measurements from the experiment. The results of this model
are shown in Fig. 5. and Fig. 6 for the vacuum and plasma
models respectively. While the analytic model is able to cap-
ture much of the behavior of the flux circuits in vacuum, the
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FIG. 5. The analytic model of the flux circuits in vacuum is simulated using a power supply waveform for the fifth shot of August 16th 2022.
The analytic model captures much of the circuit dynamics.

FIG. 6. The analytic linear model for the flux circuits when a plasma is present is simulated using a power supply waveform from the ninth
shot on August 16th, 2022. The analytic model represents the spheromak as an inductor that is mutually coupled to the other flux circuits. To
the right of the vertical blue line, there is no plasma present, and to the right, a plasma is present.

plasma model struggles to capture the behavior of the flux cir-
cuits when a plasma is present. Fig. 7.

With the derivation of a model that accurately captures the
dynamics of interest in our system, the next step in the control
scheme is to implement a Kalman filter. The Kalman filter is
able to accurately reconstruct the true state of the system at a
given time from noisy, limited measurements. Fig. 8 demon-
strates the performance of the Kalman filter when reconstruct-
ing the voltage across the capacitor in the first flux circuit.
While the filter only has access to four noisy measurements of
the flux coil currents, it is still able to accurately predict the
value of the capacitor voltage throughout the shot.

Finally, we contend with the controller: LQR minimizes a
cost function J, that weighs the cost of control, with the value
of producing an accurate reconstruction of the desired trajec-
tory. These two costs are weighted by hyperparameters that
can be tuned to prioritize accuracy of a specific state, and in
this case was picked to be the current through the flux or volt-
age coil, as this trajectory is most closely linked to plasma

performance. In this paradigm, a Kalman filter is used to pre-
dict from limited noisy measurements the value of each state
of the system at a given time. The LQR controller then makes
a control decision to push the system to the desired state. The
full control loop for this scenario is shown in Fig. 9.

First, one must decide what the desired trajectory for the
system is. HIT-SIU has three primary operating regimes that
differ in the relative temporal phasing of the current in each
flux coil. For this simulation, we choose the case where all
circuits have the same temporal phasing, which is the simplest
case of operation on HIT-SIU. The desired current waveform
is arrived at by simulating the analytic model of the circuits
with a standard power supply waveform seen on experimental
shots. This desired waveform is then subtracted off from the
flux circuit predictions that are the outputs of the Kalman fil-
ter. The LQR controller gain is then applied to the full state
estimation with the desired trajectory subtracted off, allow-
ing for trajectory tracking, instead of fixed point tracking. A
power supply waveform generated by the LQR controller is
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FIG. 7. The analytic model of the flux circuits in vacuum matches the amplitude and phasing of current through the flux coils.

FIG. 8. The Kalman filter has access to four noisy flux coil currents,
and none of the other eight states, and is able to reconstruct the re-
maining states of the system. Shown here is the reconstruction of the
capacitor voltage from the first flux circuit.

shown in Fig. 10. The action of the controller on the system
produces a current profile through the flux circuit that closely
matches the desired profile Fig. 11.

III. ROLE OF DATA DRIVEN MODELS

Data driven model discovery and control are growing in
popularity in plasma physics. As plasma physics devices in-
crease in complexity, data-driven system identification will
be a critical tool for understanding and controlling the com-
plex, nonlinear phenomena they exhibit. While deep learn-
ing methods such as deep reinforcement learning have been
applied with great success in plasma physics [11, 46], these
methods continue to struggle with interpretability, required
training data, and uncertainty quantification [41]. Learning in-
terpretable governing equations allows for comparisons with
models derived from first-principles. In addition, these meth-
ods can be easily paired with statistical techniques to obtain
average coefficient values, as well as the variation in coeffi-
cients across trials supporting qualification in licensing and

other contexts. These methods are also lightweight and re-
quire relatively low compute time, making them prime can-
didates for real-time control. While there is some intuition
about the nature of the evolution of the inductance on HIT-
SIU, and previous iterations of the HIT-SI experiment, exact
models for how the self and mutual inductance of the plasma
evolves over time are not precisely known. However, there is
a wealth of experimental data that can be used for the discov-
ery of an improved linear model of the dynamics between the
injector circuits and the plasma.

A. The Dynamic Mode Decomposition

The dynamic mode decomposition is one of the most com-
mon forms of linear system identification [42]. The DMD
is a purely data-driven algorithm for decomposing data into
spatial modes with linear (exponential) time dynamics. These
spatial modes oscillate at a fixed frequency, and grow or decay
exponentially in time. Therefore DMD provides a linear dy-
namical system model for the spatiotemporal behavior of data.
While the proper orthogonal decomposition/biorthogonal de-
composition (POD/BOD) [10, 31] provide the optimal basis
for matrix approximation, these methods are unable to pro-
vide a general linear model for the time evolution of the data
that can be extrapolated to new initial conditions. Exact DMD
was originally developed to reconstruct flow fields in the flu-
ids community, and we present the exact DMD formulation
below [17].

DMD finds the best-fit linear operator that advances the dy-
namics forward in time,

xk+1 = Ax. (2)

Where xk is an n-dimensional vector, where n is the dimension
of the state space, and A ∈ Rn×n. To find this matrix A, we
arrange measurements, often referred to as snapshots, into two
matrices X and X ′. For m measurements, X ,X ′ ∈ Rn×m−1
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FIG. 9. Full LQG feedback control loop in Simulink. The Kalman filter receives as input the states corresponding to the current through the
flux coils, and from this measurement reconstructs the full state of the system. The desired flux coil current profiles are then subtracted off
from the current state of flux coils, and fed into the LQR controller.

FIG. 10. Voltage waveform determined by the LQR controller to best
track the desired flux coil waveform.

X =


| | |

x1 x2 ... xm−1

| | |

 , X′ =


| | |

x2 x3 ... xm

| | |

 . (3)

These matrices are related through Eq. (2),

X′ = AX. (4)

The best-fit linear operator that satisfies the relationship in Eq.

FIG. 11. Output of the flux coil very closely matches the desired
current waveform.

( 4) is given as the solution to the matrix least squares problem

A = argmin
A

||X′−AX||F = X′X . (5)

where represents the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse, and || ·
||F is the Frobenius norm. This can be rewritten in terms of
the singular value decomposition (SVD) of X

X = UΣV∗, (6)

where U ∈ Cn×n, Σ ∈ Rn×m, and V ∈ Cm×m. Yielding

A = X′VΣ−1U∗. (7)
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In the case where the full dimension of the system is large, it
is computationally expensive to analyze A directly. Instead,
A is projected onto the first r ≤ min(m,n) singular vectors of
U. This changes the dimensions of the matrices U,Σ,V such
that Ur ∈ Cn×r, Σr ∈ Rr×r, and Vr ∈ Cm×r, resulting in the
approximate operator

Ã = U∗
r AUr = U∗

r X′X Ur = U∗
r X′VrΣ

−1
r . (8)

Having now solved for Ã ∈ Rr×r, the eigendecomposition
of Ã is computed to obtain the DMD eigenvalues and DMD
eigenvectors

ÃW =ΛW, (9)

where the columns of W are the DMD eigenvectors, and Λ ∈
Cr×r is a diagonal matrix with entries λ j corresponding the
j-th eigenvalue of Ã. The eigenvectors of the reduced Ã can
be used to calculate the eigenvectors Φ of the full A matrix,
where

Φ= X′WΣ−1W. (10)

Each eigen-pair corresponds to a distinct spatiotemporal
mode, growing at a frequency Re(λ j) and oscillating at a
frequency Imag(λ j). The states of the system can be recon-
structed as a linear combination of the DMD modes

xk+1 =
r

∑
i=1

biφiλi
k =ΦBΛk, (11)

where B is the diagonal matrix containing the initial ampli-
tudes of the DMD modes. B can be approximated as B =
Φ x1. However, the optimized DMD formulation will pro-
vide a much more accurate guess for this matrix by leverag-
ing variable projections. It is often easier to gain understand-
ing of a DMD model by looking instead at the corresponding
continuous time system. In this regime, the eigenvlaues be-
come ω j = log(λ j)/∆t with frequency v j = Imag(ω j)/2π and
growth of z = Re(ω j)/2π . In continuous time, the solution to
the linear dynamical system becomes

x(t) =
r

∑
i=1

biϕi exp(ωit) =ΦBexp(Ωt), (12)

where Ω is a diagonal matrix, with the j-th diagonal entry
corresponding to ω j.

B. The Optimized and Bagging Optimized DMD

While the exact DMD has shown great promise for evenly
sampled and noise-free data, the algorithm often fails to cor-
rectly identify modes in noisy data. The presence of sen-
sor noise obscures the true relationship between consecutive
snapshot pairs, leading to incorrect forecasts and often un-
stable models of the dynamics. While there have been ef-
forts to robustify the DMD to the effects of noise and ac-
tuation, such as forward-backward DMD [9], Total-Least-
Squares DMD [20], Measure-preserving DMD [7], and DMD

with control (DMDc) [40], we adopt the Optimized DMD
(OPT-DMD) from Askham and Kutz [4] for performing DMD
forecasting on noisy, experimental data as it offers the most
robust framework to date for handling noise. Further, eigen-
value constraints for stable mode construction can be easily
integrated into the framework. DMD, OPT-DMD and BOP-
DMD algorithms are all included in the pyDMD package [24].

OPT-DMD reformulates the exact DMD as a nonlinear op-
timization problem and directly solves for the eigenvalues and
eigenmodes of the DMD operator, denoted here as Ω ∈ Cn×n

and ΦB =ΦB ∈ Cn×m,

min
Ω,ΦB

||X−ΦB exp(Ωt)∥F . (13)

This procedure also allows for the user to constrain the learned
model to be linearly stable, and therefore avoid unstable fore-
casting. The physical injector circuits of HIT-SIU are linearly
stable, so throughout the course of this work we enforce that
the learned OPT/BOP DMD models are stable. Linear sta-
bility is enforced in the Matlab implementation of OPT-DMD
during the optimization process by fitting an initial OPT-DMD
model, checking if any of the learned eigenvalues have a posi-
tive real part, setting this real part to zero while preserving the
complex component, and then using these new eigenvalues as
an initial guess for another call of OPT-DMD.

OPT-DMD was further expanded upon by Sashidahar and
Kutz [41] to include statistical bagging techniques (BOP-
DMD), adding further robustness to OPT-DMD, and allowing
for uncertainty quantification of the learned modes, and eigen-
values. As outlined in [41], a BOP-DMD model is computed
by fitting many OPT-DMD models to randomly selected sub-
sets of the training data, and then taking the mean over the
eigenvalues, eigenvectors, and weights of each of these mod-
els to arrive at an "average" model of the dynamics. Means are
taken component wise for vectors, and are taken separately
for the real and complex components of the eigenvalues and
eigenvectors. To ensure that eigenpairs that are trying to cap-
ture the same underlying physics are averaged with one an-
other, the eigenpairs are sorted during each iteration of BOP-
DMD. The authors of this work experimented with using me-
dians as well, but found this did not increase the performance
of BOP-DMD for this particular dataset.

IV. RESULTS

We demonstrate the effectiveness of BOP-DMD on simu-
lated data, vacuum shots from HIT-SIU, and finally plasma
shots. While BOP-DMD tends to handle experimental data
better than any of the other DMD variants, the current imple-
mentation of the algorithm is unable to disambiguate the ef-
fects of control on the dynamics of the system of interest. For
a typical HIT-SIU shot that lasts roughly four milliseconds,
there is one millisecond before the end of the shot where the
power supplies are turned off and a portion of the dynamics
are available for analysis without the effects of control. If one
were to apply BOP-DMD to an actuated portion of shot, the
DMD operator would encapsulate the effect of actuation on
the dynamics, rather than capturing the unforced dynamics.
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Due to the nature of the power supply waveform, the re-
sponse of the circuits for this last millisecond resemble their
impulse response, providing a perfect testing ground for train-
ing a BOP-DMD model. By training on this quasi impulse
response, we are able to obtain a model for the dynamics of
the circuits in vacuum that is able to be generalized to other
shots taken on that day. After training a BOP-DMD model
on the last millisecond of the shot, we evaluate the model by
inputting the full power-supply waveform for the given shot,
and compare between the BOP-DMD model and the actual
response of the circuits to this waveform. We also evaluate
the performance of a model trained on one shot on other shots
taken on that day.

After extensive testing, we have found that including nine
DMD modes for a plasma model, and five DMD modes for a
vacuum model, provide the best models for reconstruction of
the training shot, and the prediction of future shots. We also
enforce that the BOP-DMD model is linearly stable. This is
achieved in the OPT-DMD code in [4] by examining the real
parts of the DMD eigenvalues at each step in the optimization,
and setting any positive real parts to zero. The complex part of
the eigenvalues are left intact, and then these new eigenvalues
are used as an initial guess for the next step in the optimiza-
tion.

A. BOP and OPT DMD on Simulated data

To illustrate the advantages of BOP-DMD over OPT-DMD,
we train BOP-DMD and OPT-DMD models on noiseless cir-
cuit data generated by simulating the analytic model derived
in Appendix A. Training data was generated by simulating
the linear model of the vacuum circuits that was presented
in section II, with a voltage waveform designed to match the
experimental waveforms generated by the SPAs on HIT-SIU.
The circuits were simulated for four milliseconds with the last
millisecond of the voltage waveform being set to zero to once
again match experimental conditions. While both OPT-DMD
and BOP-DMD were able to correctly reproduce training data,
and both performed well on test data, one can see the effects
of bagging by examining the entries of the linear operator
learned by the respective methods. As shown in Figures 12
and 13, by introducing statistical bagging, BOP-DMD is able
to correctly identify the true structure of the operator that gen-
erated the training data, while OPT-DMD learns spurious en-
tries to this matrix.

B. BOP-DMD on Vacuum Shots

When beginning to examine the methodology outlined
above, we initially tested the capabilities of BOP-DMD on
data that was known to be generated by a linear dynamical
system: the flux circuits in vacuum. Coupled LC circuits are a
classical linear dynamical system, and thus present a test-bed
for the performance of BOP-DMD under real-world experi-
mental conditions. The results of BOP-DMD trained on this
kind of data can be seen in Figs. 14 and 15. In Fig. 14, we

FIG. 12. By introducing statistical bagging, BOP-DMD correctly
learns the dynamics matrix. This was trained on the last quarter of a
simulated vacuum shot when the power supplies had turned off. 10
trials, or bags, were used for this model.

FIG. 13. OPT-DMD is trained on the last quarter of a simulated
vacuum shot once the power supplies have turned off, and incorrectly
learns the dynamics matrix that generated the waveform.

show the performance of BOP-DMD trained on the last mil-
lisecond of a vacuum shot as the power supplies turn off. The
model trained in Fig. 14 is then evaluated on the previous vac-
uum shot from that day Fig. 15. These results indicate that
BOP-DMD is able to learn the underlying dynamics of the
vacuum circuits, while not being subject to over fitting. Fur-
ther, BOP-DMD is able to learn the correct structure of an
underlying operator, and reduce the impact of spurious entries
through statistical bagging.

C. BOP-DMD With a Plasma Present

We now evaluate our methodology on shots where a plasma
is present. By augmenting the states of our system to also
include the toroidal plasma current, we train a BOP-DMD
model on the last millisecond of a plasma shot. During this fi-
nal millisecond of the shot, the toroidal plasma current decays
from it’s steady state behavior as the plasma in the confine-
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FIG. 14. BOP-DMD trained on the fifth shot of August 16, 2022 in vacuum. This model was trained on the last millisecond of a shot once the
power supplies had turned off. The model shown used five DMD modes (much less than the full 12 modes of the analytic model), and used 20
bags.

FIG. 15. This is the same model as used in Fig. 14, but is now simulated using a power supply waveform from the previous shot in vacuum
(the fourth shot of August 16th, 2022). This model generalizes from shot to shot.

ment volume begins to dissipate. Again, due to the limitations
of BOP-DMD, this methodology is unable to access the steady
state interaction between the flux circuits and the spheromak.
However, this method still provides reasonable results; Fig. 16
shows an example of a BOP-DMD model fit on the last mil-
lisecond of a plasma shot and then evaluated on the rest of
the shot. Further, this model is able to be extrapolated to other
plasma shots taken on the same day Fig. 17.However, there er-
ror between the predicted current and the measured current in
the third flux coil increases between the training shot, and the
test shot. Because of the small differences in the relative phas-
ing of the power supplies between the two shots, there is a dif-
ferent mutual inductance between the circuits and the plasma.
As previously mentioned, one of the primary limitations of the
BOP-DMD method is the inability to disambiguate the effects
of actuation on the dynamics of a system. This leads to a fun-
damental gap in the training data available to the method for
capturing the coupling between the injectors circuits and the
plasma. Future work should focus on not only incorporating

actuation into BOP-DMD, but also stringing together multiple
shots for a wider array of training data. We do notice however
that the operator learned by BOP-DMD does not resemble the
same sparse structure that is present in the analytic plasma
model Fig. 18. Despite losing the sparse structure of the dy-
namics matrix, BOP-DMD does identify reasonable dominant
modes for the injector circuits. From Fig. 19, one can see
that both the analytic model, and the BOP-DMD model iden-
tify dominant modes are roughly 20 kHz, which matches the
resonant frequency of the injector circuits. It is also useful to
examine the different predictions provided by each individual
OPT-DMD model in the 20 iterations of BOP-DMD 20.

D. Implementation of BOP-DMD in a Control Loop

Now that we have demonstrated that BOP-DMD can learn
linear models of the flux circuits both in the vacuum case
and the plasma case, we will demonstrate the effectiveness
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FIG. 16. BOP-DMD trained on the last millisecond of the 9th shot of August 16th, 2022. This is a shot when a plasma is present. Even though
BOP-DMD is trained on the final transient at the end of the shot when the spheromak is decaying, the model is able to capture much of the flux
circuit dynamics in the beginning of the shot. This model utilizes nine DMD modes. To the right of the vertical blue line, there is no plasma
present, and to the right, a plasma is present.

FIG. 17. BOP-DMD model trained on last millisecond of shot 220816009 simulated with a new power supply waveform from the previous
shot and evaluated against the ground truth. Even though the BOP-DMD model had no training data from this shot, the model still captures
the flux circuit dynamics. To the right of the vertical blue line, there is no plasma present, and to the right, a plasma is present.

FIG. 18. Comparison of the structure of BOP-DMD Ap matrix and
analytic plasma model.

FIG. 19. Eigenvalues of the analytic plasma model compared with
the eigenvalues of the BOP-DMD model trained on shot 220816009.
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FIG. 20. Prediction of the flux coil current through the first flux
circuits from the first, second and fourth models from the BOP-DMD
model that was trained on shot 220916009.

FIG. 21. The LQR controller is able to push the BOP-DMD model
to accurately track the desired trajectory.

of this model as a plant in an LQG feedback loop. Because
this model is of reduced rank (9 DMD modes, only five of
which are orthogonal), we begin with taking an SVD of the
BOP-DMD matrix, and projecting onto the first five columns
of U,

ADMD = UΣV∗, (14)

ÃDMD = U∗
r ADMDUr. (15)

We then introduce a reduced state vector z such that

x = Urz. (16)

This also changes the actuation matrix, and observation matrix
as follows:

B̃ = U∗
r B (17)

C̃ = CUr (18)

Using this substitution, we arrive at reduced dynamics ma-
trices B̃, C̃, as well as reduced noise covariance matrices, and
cost matrices for the Kalman filter and LQR controller respec-
tively. These new matrices were then used to design an LQG

loop in Matlab and Simulink for the BOP-DMD model. As
shown in Fig. 21, the LQG loop is able to accurately track a
desired trajectory.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have demonstrated the advantages of linear
control for the flux and voltage circuits on the HIT-SIU device,
and the role BOP-DMD plays in discovering linear models of
the complex interaction between the flux and voltage circuits
and the spheromak. While BOP-DMD has limitations in terms
of disambiguating the affects of actuation on data, there are
still many advantages to using BOP-DMD over first-principles
linear models. BOP-DMD does not require knowledge of of-
ten hard-to-measure system parameters (in this case the in-
ductance, mutual inductance, and capacitance of the various
circuit components), and BOP-DMD is able to be tuned to
shot-to-shot experimental conditions with ease. BOP-DMD’s
ability to provide interpretable, linear models of often nonlin-
ear circuit behavior with uncertainty quantification make it a
powerful tool for use in linear optimal control and estimation.

We have also demonstrated in this work the advantages of
linear optimal control to model-agnostic control schemes such
as PID control, on the HIT-SIU device. By pairing linear op-
timal control, with fully data-driven system identification, we
have demonstrated that a model-based control scheme can ac-
curately model the flux circuit dynamics, and control the be-
havior of the model in a simulation environment. Despite the
advancements put forth in this work, the authors acknowledge
room for improvement in this methodology, specifically with
regards to the need for DMD variants that are able to robustly
remove the affect of actuation on a dynamical system in the
presence of noise. This work highlights the need for new ap-
proaches such as a combination of BOP-DMD and DMDc,
that leverages reformulating the classical DMD problem as a
best fit of complex exponential’s, while at the same time being
able to remove the affect of a known control signal from the
data.
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Appendix A: Full Linear Model of Flux/Voltage Circuits

The full vacuum and plasma circuit models were derived
by assuming the voltage and flux circuits follow the circuit
topology shown in Fig. 4. For the plasma model, this circuit
is modified to include the plasma as an inductor that is mutu-
ally coupled to the voltage or flux coils. The equations were
solved numerically using Matlab’s backslash command, and
symbolically using Wolfram Mathematica’s Solve command.
The linear model for the circuits when a plasma is present
was only solved using backslash, but it was verified that these
equations reduce to the vacuum model as the inductance be-
tween the circuits and the plasma tended to zero. The linear
equation matrix in vacuum is as follows:

Av=



−(R1+R2)
L1

−1
L1

−R2
L1

0 . . . 0

1
C 0 −1

C 0 . . . 0

−Kx3,1 −Kx3,2 −Kx3,3 −Kx3,4 . . .−Kx3,12

...
...

...
...

...
...

0 0 . . . −(R1+R2)
L1

−1
L1

−R2
L1

0 0 . . . 1
C 0 −1

C

−Kx12,1 −Kx12,2 −Kx12,3 −Kx12,4 . . . −Kx12,12



,

K=
1

(L2−Mw)(L2
2−4M2+2L2Mw+M2

w)
. (A1)

Here K is a pre-factor, L1 is the inductance of the series in-
ductor and R1 is the corresponding resistance, C is the capac-
itance of the parallel capacitor and R2 is the corresponding
resistance, L2 is the inductance of the flux or voltage coil and
R3 is the corresponding resistance, M is the mutual inductance
between a circuit and a nearest neighbor, and Mw is the induc-
tance between a circuit and its farthest neighbor. Due to the
symmetry in the voltage and flux circuits, the structure of the
first two lines repeats, only shifting over by three positions for
each new circuit. The third line repeats with the pre-factor K
being negative in rows three and 12, and positive in rows 6
and 9. Each term in rows 3, 6, 9, and 12 are listed below.

x3,1=−L2
2R2+2M2R2−L2MwR2, (A2)

x3,2=−L2
2+2M2−L2Mw,

x3,3=L2
2R2−2M2R2+L2MwR2+L2

2R3−2M2R3+L2MwR3,

x3,4=L2MR2−MMwR2,

x3,5=L2M−MMw,

x3,6=−L2MR2+MMwR2−L2MR3+MMwR3,

x3,7=L2MR2−MMwR2,

x3,8=L2M−MMw,

x3,9=−L2MR2+MMwR2−L2MR3+MMwR3,

x3,10=−2M2R2+L2MwR2+M2
wR2,

x3,11=−2M2+L2Mw+M2
w,

x3,12=2M2R2−L2MwR2−M2
wR2+2R3M2−L2MwR3−R3M2

w

x6,1=−L2MR2+MMwR2,

x6,2=−L2M+MMw,

x6,3=L2MR2−MMwR2+L2MR3−MMwR3,

x6,4=R2L2
2−2R2M2+L2MwR2,

x6,5=L2
2−2M2+L2Mw,

x6,6=−R2L2
2+2R2M2−L2MwR2−R3L2

2+2R3M2−L2MwR3,

x6,7=2R2M2−L2MwR2−R2M2
w,

x6,8=2M2−L2Mw−M2
w,

x6,9=−2R2M2+L2MwR2+R2M2
w−2R3M2+L2MwR3+R3M2

w,

x6,10=−L2MR2+MMwR2,

x6,11=−L2M+MMw,

x6,12=L2MR2−MMwR2+L2MR3−MMwR3,

x9,1=−L2MR2+MMwR2,

x9,2=−L2M+MMw,

x9,3=L2MR2−MMwR2+L2MR3−MMwR3,

x9,4=2M2R2−L2MwR2−M2
wR2,

x9,5=2M2−L2Mw−M2
w,

x9,6=−2M2R2+L2MwR2+M2
wR2−2M2R3+L2MwR3+M2

wR3,

x9,7=L2
2R2−2M2R2+L2MwR2,

x9,8=L2
2−2M2+L2Mw,

x9,9=−L2
2R2+2M2R2−L2MwR2−L2

2R3+2M2R3−L2MwR3,

x9,10=−L2MR2+MMwR2,

x9,11=−L2M+MMw,

x9,12=L2MR2−MMwR2+L2MR3−MMwR3,

x12,1=−2M2R2+L2MwR2+M2
wR2,

x12,2=−2M2+L2Mw+M2
w,

x12,3=2M2R2−L2MwR2−M2
wR2+2M2R3−L2MwR3−M2

wR3,

x12,4=L2MR2−MMwR2,

x12,5=L2M−MMw,

x12,6=−L2MR2+MMwR2−L2MR3+MMwR3,

x12,7=L2MR2−MMwR2,

x12,8=L2M−MMw,

x12,9=−L2MR2+MMwR2−L2MR3+MMwR3,

x12,10=−L2
2R2+2M2R2−L2MwR2,

x12,11=−L2
2+2M2−L2Mw,

x12,12=L2
2R2−2M2R2+L2MwR2+L2

2R3−2M2R3+L2MwR3.

Appendix B: Linear Model of Flux/Voltage Circuits with Plasma

When a plasma is present in the confinement volume, we
model the interaction between the plasma and the injector cir-
cuits as an additional inductor coupling to the voltage and flux
coils. We assume that the coupling between the plasma and
voltage or flux coil is the same. This mutual inductance is
referred to as Mp. This value is computed as

Mp = Ki
√

M0L2. (B1)

M0 is the self-inductance of the plasma, and we take Ki = 0.1.
These values can be tuned to obtain different behavior for
the injector circuits, and the values used here were based on
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both measurement of the plasma self-inductance, and intuition
about the experiment.

The structure of the model with plasma, Ap, is very similar
to Av. The equations for the first and second states, that being
the current through the series coil, and the voltage across the
capacitor, are the same, however the equations for the current
through the flux or voltage coils will change. The structure of
this matrix will also change from being in R12×12 to R13×13,
as current through the coil representing the spheromak is taken
to be a state variable. Again, all of the terms in rows three, six,
nine, and twelve will have a prefactor, in this case,

K=
1

(L2−Mw)(L2−2M+Mw)(Lp(2M+Mw+L2)−4M2
p
. (B2)

In addition, there is another prefactor for the equations that
determines the current through the coil that represents the
plasma:

Kplasma =
1

Lp(2M + Mw + L2)− 4M2
p
. (B3)

The coefficients of Ap are as follows:

x3,1=−2LpM2R2+4MM2
pR2+L2

2LpR2−M2
pMwR2−3L2M2

pR2+L2LpMwR2, (B4)

x3,2=−2LpM2+4MMp+L2
2Lp−M2

pMw−3L2M2
p+L2LpMw,

x3,3=(R2+R3)(2LpM2−4MM2
p−L2

2Lp+M2
pMw+3L2M2

p−L2LpMw),

x3,4=LpMMwR2−M2
pMwR2+L2M2

pR2−L2LpMR2,

x3,5=(R3+R2)(−LpMMw+M2
pMw−L2M2

p+L2LpM),

x3,6=−L2MR2+MMwR2−L2MR3+MMwR3,

x3,7=LpMMwR2−M2
pMwR2+L2M2

pR2−L2LpMR2,

x3,8=LpMMw−M2
pMw+LwM2

p−LpML2,

x3,9=(R2+R3)(−LpMMw+M2
pMw−L2M2

p+LpML2),

x3,10=−LpM2
wR2+2LpM2R2−4MM2

pR2−3M2
pMwR2+L2M2

pR2−L2LpMwR2,

x3,11=−LpM2
w+2LpM2−4MM2

p+3M2
pMw+L2M2

p+L2LpMw,

x3,12=(R3+R2)(LpM2
w−2LpM2+4MM2

p−3M2
pMw−L2M2

p+L2LpMw),

x3,13=2MMpMwRp+L2
2MpRp−MpM2

wRp−2L2MMpRp

x6,1=L2LpMR2−L2M2
pR2−LpMMwR2+M2

pMwR2,

x6,2=L2LpM−L2M2
p−LpMMw+M2

pMw,

x6,3=−L2LpMR2+L2M2
pR2+LpMMwR2−M2

pMwR2−L2LpMR3+L2M2
pR3+LpMMwR3−M2

pMwR3,

x6,4=−L2
2LpR2+2LpM2R2+3L2M2

pR2−4MM2
p+R2−L2LpMwR2x4+M2

pMwR2,

x6,5=−L2
2Lp+2LpM2+3L2M2

p−4MM2
p−L2LpMw+M2

pMw,

x6,6=L2
2LpR2−2LpM2R2−3L2M2

pR2+4MM2
pR2+L2Lp+MwR2−M2

pMwR2+L2
2LpR3−2LpM2R3

−3L2M2
pR3+4MM2

pR3+L2LpMwR3−M2
pMwR3,

x6,7=−2LpM2R2−L2M2
pR2+4MM2

pR2+L2LpMwR2−3M2
pMwR2+LpM2

wR2,

x6,8=−2LpM2−L2M2
p+4MM2

p+L2LpMw−3M2
pMw+LpM2

w,

x6,9=LpM2R2+L2M2
pR2−4MM2

pR2−L2LpMwR2+3M2
p

MwR2−LpM2
wR2+2LpM2R3+L2M2

pR3−4MM2
pR3−L2LpMwR3+3M2

pMwR3−LpM2
wR3,

x6,10=L2LpMR2−L2M2
pR2−LpMMwR2+M2

pMwR2,

x6,11=L2LpM−L2M2
p−LpMMw+M2

pMw,

x6,12=−L2LpMR2+L2M2
pR2+LpMMwR2−M2

pMwR2−L2LpMR3+L2M2
pR3+LpMMwR3−M2

pMwR3,

x6,13=−L2
2MpRp+2L2MMpRp−2MMpMwRp+MpM2

wRp,

x9,1=L2LpMR2−L2M2
pR2−LpMMwR2+M2

pMwR2,

x9,2=L2LpM−L2M2
p−LpMMw+M2

pMw,

x9,3=−L2LpMR2+L2M2
pR2+LpMMwR2−M2

pMwR2−L2LpMR3+L2M2
pR3x3+LpMMwR3−M2

pMwR3,

x9,4=−2LpM2R2−L2M2
pR2+4MM2

pR2+L2LpMwR2−3M2
pMwR2+LpM2

wR2,

x9,5=−2LpM2−L2M2
p+4MM+p2+L2LpMw−3M2

pMw+LpM2
w,

x9,6=2LpM2R2+L2M2
pR2−4MM2

pR2−L2LpMwR2+

3M2
pMwR2−LpM2

wR2+2LpM2R3+L2M2
pR3−4MM2

pR3−L2LpMwR3+3M2
pMwR3−LpM2

wR3,

x9,7=−L2
2LpR2+2LpM2R2+3L2M2

pR2−4MM2
pR2−L2LpMwR2+M2

pMwR2,

x9,8=−L2
2Lp+2LpM2+3L2M2

p−4MM2
p−L2LpMw+M2

pMw,

x9,9=L2
2LpR2−2LpM2R2−3L2M2

pR2+4MM2
pR2+

L2LpMwR2−M2
pMwR2+L2

2LpR3−2LpM2R3−3L2M2
pR3+4MM2

pR3+L2LpMwR3−M2
pMwR3,

x9,10=L2LpMR2−L2M2
pR2−LpMMwR2+M2

pMwR2,

x9,11=L2LpM−L2M2
p−LpMMw+M2

pMw,

x9,12=−L2LpMR2+L2M2
pR2+LpMMwR2−M2

pMwR2−L2LpMR3+L2M2
pR3+LpMMwR3−M2

pMwR3,

x9,13=−L2
2MpRp+2L2MMpRp−2MMpMwRp+MpM2

wRp

x12,1=2LpM2R2+L2M2
pR2−4MM2

pR2−L2LpMwR2+3M2
pMwR2−LpM2

wR2,

x12,2=2LpM2+L2M2
p−4MM2

p−L2LpMw+3M2
pMw−LpM2

w,

x12,3=−2LpM2R2−L2M2
pR2+4MM2

pR2+L2LpMwR2−3M2
pMwR2+LpM2

wR2−

2LpM2R3−L2M2
pR3+4MM2

pR3+L2LpMwR3−3M2
pMwR3+LpM2

wR3,

x12,4=−L2LpMR2+L2M2
pR2+LpMMwR2−M2

pMwR2,

x12,5=−L2LpM+L2M2
p+LpMMw−M2

pMw,

x12,6=L2LpMR2−L2M2
pR2−LpMMwR2+M2

pMwR2+L2LpMR3−L2M2
pR3−LpMMwR3+M2

pMwR3,

x12,7=−L2LpMR2+L2M2
pR2+LpMMwR2−M2

pMwR2,

x12,8=−L2LpM+L2M2
p+LpMMw−M2

pMw,

x12,9=L2LpMR2−L2M2
pR2−LpMMwR2+M2

pMwR2+L2LpMR3−L2M2
pR3−LpMMwR3+M2

pMwR3,

x12,10=L2
2LpR2−2LpM2R2−3L2M2

pR2+4MM2
pR2+L2LpMwR2−M2

pMwR2,

x12,11=L2
2Lp−2LpM2−3L2M2

p+4MM2
p+L2LpMw−M2

pMw,

x12,12=−L2
2LpR2+2LpM2R2+3L2M2

pR2−4MM2
pR2−L2LpMwR2+M2

pMwR2−

L2
2LpR3+2LpM2R3+3L2M2

pR3−4MM2
pR3−L2LpMwR3+M2

pMwR3.

x12,13=L2
2MpRp−2L2MMpRp+2MMpMwRp−MpM2

wRp,

x13a=MpR2,

x13b=Mp,

x13c=−MpR+2−MpR3,

x13d=MpR2,

x13e=Mp,

x13 f=−MpR2−MpR3,

x13g=MpR2,

x13h=Mp,

x13i=−MpR2−MpR3,

x13 j=MpR2,

x13k=Mp,

x13l=MpR2−MpR3

x13m=L2Rp+2MRp+MwRp.
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